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THE  "MYSTERY"  OF  THE  WAKE  FOREST  SITUATION 

On  December  8,  1955,  Mr.  Basil  M.  Watkins,  at  that  time  president  of 
the  board  of  trustees  of  Wake  Forest  College,  announced  that  a  nine-mem- 
ber committee  of  trustees  had  been  named  to  make  a  full-scale  investiga- 
tion of  the  *'over-all  situation"  at  Wake  Forest  College. 

To  quote  from  an  Associated  Press  article  reporting  this  announce- 
ment : 

''Watkins  said  in  a  statement.  There  is  an  ever-increasing  tide  of 
belief  among  the  many  people  who  love  Wake  Forest  that  there  are 
serious  matters  involving  the  college  and  its  administration  that  must 
be  aired  completely  for  the  welfare  of  all  persons  concerned.' 

''Watkins  emphasized  that  the  investigation  'has  not  been 
brought  on  by  our  recent  problems  concerning  athletics.' 

"He  said  the  athletic  situation  will  be  studied,  but  it  will  be  only 
one  of  the  many  phases  of  the  investigation." 

The  latest  significant  development  in  this  long-drawn-out  controversy 
came  on  June  29,  when  the  college  trustees  voted  20-13  against  "discharg- 
ing'' Dr.  Harold  Tribble  as  president. 

Reporting  this  meeting  of  June  29th.  in  the  Winstovr-Salem  Journal, 
Mr.  Roy  Thompson  writes : 

"When  the  meeting  adjourned,  the  pro-Tribble  trustees  were  ap- 
pealing for  one  and  all  to  'join  ranks  and  work  together  for  Wake 
Forest.' 

"Mr.  Watkins  expressed  the  view  of  many  anti-Tribble  Baptists 
when  he  said  in  parting,  'I  don't  think  we  can  possibly  unite  behind 
that  man.' 

"So  where  do  the  Baptists  go  from  here? 

"The  anti-Tribble  trustees  had  no  immediate  plans,  but  several  of 
them  said  they  had  no  intention  of  giving  up  the  fight." 

What's  it  all  about? 

From  what  has  been  made  public  concerning  this  controversy,  it  would 
seem  that  the  average  Baptist  would  have  but  little  concrete  information 
as  to  the  criticisms  that  have  been  brought  against  Dr.  Tribble.  Thus  a 
penetrating  editorial  in  the  Winston-Salem  Twin  City  Sentinel  observes 
that  it  is  hard  for  the  average  concerned  outsider  to  assess  the  merit  of  Dr. 
Tribble's  administration — "/or  the  results  of  the  trustee  investigation  of 
administrative  relations  last  winter  have  never  been  made  public.  At  their 
meeting  in  February,  the  trustees  voted  to  lock  up  the  report.  And  Basil  M. 
Watkins,  former  chairman  of  the  board,  has  charged  that  some  of  the  trus- 
tees themselves  have  not  seen  it"  (June  3) . 

Mr.  Watkins'  exact  words  on  this  subject,  as  he  has  been  reported  by 
the  press  to  have  uttered  them  after  the  June  29th.  meeting,  are  as  follows : 
"There  are  men  on  that  board  who  don't  know  to  this  day  what's 

in  the  committee's  report.  The  executive  committee  won't  let  them  see 

it"  (Winston-Salem  Journal,  June  30) . 

Thus  the  Twin  City  Sentinel  editorial,  referred  to  above,  concludes 
from  these  facts  concerning  the  suppression  of  the  investigating  commit- 
tee's report : 

"The  old  question,  then,  of  'what's  wrong  with  Tribble'  is  still  a 
mystery  to  most  of  us." 


(Continued  on  page  two) 


James  M.  Bulman, 
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What  was  in  that  report? 

Whatever  the  nine-member  investigating  committee  found,  one  would 
think  that  some  rather  strong  evidence  must  have  turned  up;  for,  as  Mr. 
Arthur  Johnsey's  story  of  the  June  29th.  meeting  puts  it,  "all  nine  mem- 
bers of  a  special  investigating  committee  which  spent  weeks  last  year 
delving  into  affairs  of  the  Tribble  administration,  ivere  among  the  13  mem- 
bers voting  to  discharge  the  president"  (Greensboro  Daily  Neivs,  June  30). 
The  importance  of  this  fact  is  stressed  by  the  Tivin  City  Sentinel  editorial : 
"And  it  is  significant  that  all  nine  members  of  the  investigating 
committee  who  are  still  members  of  the  board  of  trustees  voted  to  dis- 
charge the  president  outright.  This  would  indicate  that  they,  at  least, 
consider  their  own  findings  give  sufficient  basis  to  risk  letting  the  col- 
lege settle  itself  without  a  president." 

Furthermore,  it  has  been  reported  to  us  from  sources  which  we  con- 
sider absolutely  reliable  that  some  of  those  nine  members  began  their  in- 
vestigation strongly  in  favor  of  Dr.  Tribble. 

The  "mystery"  needs  exploring 

What  are  the  facts  regarding  the  administration  of  Dr.  Harold 
Tribble?  Can  they  be  made  available  to  the  Baptist  people?  Although  the 
great  importance  of  this  issue  makes  discussion  in  the  public  press  appro- 
priate, it  is  especially  in  order  for  the  Baptist  press  to  provide  for  a  full 
airing  of  the  whole  situation;  for,  after  all.  Wake  Forest  belongs  to  the 
cooperating  Baptists  of  North  Carolina.  But  can  we  expect  such  an  airing 
to  be  provided  by  the  denominationally-controlled  papers  of  North  Caro- 
lina ?  Such  has  not  as  yet  been  done  in  the  many  months  in  which  the  con- 
troversy has  been  going  on;  and,  in  view  of  the  apparently  strong  "pro- 
Tribble"  sentiment  which  has  been  expressed  in  those  denominationally- 
controlled  papers,  there  seems  to  be  no  real  reason  to  expect  such  an  airing 
in  the  future.  But — starting  ivith  our  issue  of  next  month — it  ivill  be  the 
purpose  of  the  SOUTHERN  BAPTIST  FREE  PRESS  to  give  extended 
consideration  to  this  matter  ivhich  is  so  vital  to  North  Carolina  Baptists, 
and  ivhich  certainly  holds  an  interest  for  Baptists  everyivhere. 


To  the  reader:  Response  to  the  first  issue  of  our  paper  has  been  such 
as  to  permit  this  second  issue  to  be  offered  to  you  free  of  charge. 
Those  who  have  already  subscribed  will  be  given  the  paper  for  an 
extra  month.  However,  we  cannot  guarantee  the  publishing  of  any 
additional  issues  free  of  charge.  You  may  be  sure  of  obtaining  the 
remaining  issues  for  the  next  12  months  by  sending  one  dollar  to: 
"Committee  For  Baptist  Church  Autonomy,  Inc.,  Wright  Building, 
High  Point,  N.  C." 
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WHAT  THE  READERS  SAID 


Many  letters  were  received  from  sev- 
eral states  regarding  the  first  issue  of 
our  paper. 

By  far  most  of  the  comments  were 
favorable  —  like  the  following: 

"I  like  your  first  issue's  information!" 
— from  a  prominent  young  minister. 

"We  are  delighted  to  know  that  we  can 
get  the  inside  story  of  the  matter" — from 
a  layman. 

"What  you  have  to  say  [of  the  con- 
vention] clarifies  much  that  happened 
and  you  have  used  most  tellingly  the 
opinions  of  the  press  as  they  observed 
the  situation  from  a  strictly  non-partisan 
basis"  —  from  a  minister  who  has  writ- 
ten several  articles  for  one  of  the  state 
denominational  papers. 

"I  think  your  analysis  of  the  situation 
is  extremely  interesting,  perhaps  thor- 
ough and  correct"  —  from  one  of  the  top- 
most pulpit  personalities  of  his  state. 

Only  a  few  comments  were  unfavor- 
able —  like  the  following  from  a  min- 
ister of  more  than  forty  years  of  preach- 
ing experience: 

"It  brings  a  sorrow  to  my  heart  to 
know  that  a  group  of  good  preachers  are 
allowing  themselves  to  be  in  the  objec- 
tive case.  Your  efforts  are  designed  to 
hurt  the  organized  work  of  N.  C.  .  .  . 
Brethren,  if  you  would  put  forth  the 
same  efforts  in  advancing  God's  kingdom 
that  you  are  in  a  fight,  it  would  get  bet- 
ter results." 

Many  of  the  comments  were  very  en- 
thusiastic —  like  the  following  from  one 
who  has  preached  for  more  than  fifty 
years : 

"I  cannot  express  to  you  my  thanks 
for  the  copy  of  the  little  paper  which 
came  today.  .  .  .  having  followed  all  the 
proceedings  of  the  Rocky  Mount  affair 
that  I  have  had  access  to,  I  am  deeply 
interested  in  a  periodical  that  even  car- 
ries the  name  'free  press.'  Everyone  who 
is  informed  knows  that  the  denomina- 
tional papers  are  set  to  defend  the  *big 
boys'  (?),  regardless  of  what  they  say 
or  write." 


Or  like  the  following  from  a  well- 
known  minister:  "I  received  a  copy  of 
'Southern  Baptist  Free  Press'  .  .  .  and 
have  just  finished  reading  the  last  word. 
It  is  concise,  informative,  and  convincing. 
.  .  .  I  believe  what  you  and  your  commit- 
tee are  now  doing  .  .  .  could  start  a  chain 
reaction  that  would  greatly  alter  the  re- 
grettable trend  towards  a  Baptist  hier- 
archy and  centralized  control." 

Or  like  the  following  from  one  long- 
known  as  an  active  denominational  fig- 
ure: "If  your  'story  of  what  happened 
behind  the  scenes'  is  as  revealing  and 
makes  others  as  'hot'  and  angry  as  it 
has  me,  it  will  have  a  tremendous  effect." 


A  CONSTRUCTIVE  MOVE 

In  contrast  to  the  attitude  of 
some  groups  who  have  tried  to 
avoid  the  ''autonomy  issue"  as 
they  would  the  dreaded  plague, 
the  official  program  for  the  com- 
ing annual  meeting  of  Piedmont 
Association  (representing 
churches  in  the  area  of  Greens- 
boro and  High  Point,  N.  C.) 
makes  provision  for  the  presen- 
tation of  this  matter.  The  pro- 
gram for  the  second  day  of  that 
associational  meeting,  which 
will  be  on  October  26,  calls  for 
Mr.  William  C.  Lassiter,  of  Ra- 
leigh, N.  C,  to  speak  on  the 
question  of  local  church  auton- 
omy. 

Mr.  Lassiter  —  who  is  attor- 
ney for  the  N.  C.  Press  Associa- 
tion, a  member  of  the  First  Bap- 
tist Church  of  Raleigh,  and 
Vice-President  of  our  committee 
— has  written  for  private  circu- 
lation an  article  on  the  subject. 
We  plan  to  print  certain  por- 
tions of  that  article  in  a  future 
issue. 
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CONTINUING 

Our  Story  On  The  Convention  .  .  .  . 


In  last  month's  issue,  we  reported  our 
efforts  to  get  the  question  of  the  auton- 
omy of  the  local  church  before  the  1956 
Southern  Baptist  Convention.  Near  the 
end  of  the  Thursday  afternoon  session, 
we  "won  a  two-day  fight"  (as  stated  by 
the  Commercial  Appeal,  of  Memphis, 
Tenn.)  by  getting  to  present  the  matter 
to  the  convention.  It  was  presented  by 
reading  a  proposed  constitutional  amend- 
ment and  a  resolution. 

The  proposed  constitutional  amend- 
ment, which  will  be  acted  upon  by  the 
1957  convention,  would  add  the  following 
to  Article  IV,  the  statement  on  "Author- 
ity" in  the  constitution: 

"This  convention  does  not  claim  that 
affiliation  with  this  convention  is  in  any 
way  necessary  for  a  church  to  be  a  Mis- 
sionary Baptist  Church;  nor  does  this 
convention  claim  that  affiliation  with  any 
other  Baptist  body,  whether  district  as- 
sociation or  state  convention,  is  in  any 
way  necessary  for  a  church  to  be  affili- 
ated with  this  convention;  nor  does  this 
convention  claim  that  a  church's  affilia- 
tion with  this  convention,  as  conceived 
by  this  convention,  is  in  any  degree  of 
such  a  nature  as  would  prevent  a  church 
that  once  has  entered  into  affiliation 
with  this  convention  from  discontinuing 
that  affiliation,  should  that  church  for 
any  reason  whatsoever  decide  to  discon- 
tinue that  affiliation." 

The  proposed  resolution  asked  "that 
we  now  reaffirm^  the  following  statement 
on  Baptist  congregational  principle 
which  was  issued  by  the  1928  Southern 
Baptist  Convention: 

'All  Baptist  general  bodies  are  volun- 
tary organizations.  .  .  .  Churches  may 
seek  to  fulfill  their  obligation  to  extend 
Christ's  kingdom  by  co-operating  with 
these  general  organizations,  but  always 
on  a  purely  voluntary  basis,  and  without 
surrendering  in  any  way  or  degree  their 
right  of  self-determination' "  [which 
statement  appears  in  writings  of  Dr. 
W.  W.  Barnes  issued  before  and  after  the 
trial  of  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Church 
case;  this  being  the  statement  which  he 


declared,  under  oath,  was  no  longer  true 
of  the  Baptist  position]. 

The  resolution  also  asked  that  the  con- 
vention "repudiate"  the  concept  of  a  Bap- 
tist Church  which  had  been  set  forth  by 
the  North  Carolina  Supreme  Court  in  the 
North  Rocky  Mount  Church  case. 

At  our  request,  this  resolution  was 
sent  to  the  Resolutions  Committee.  The 
report  of  this  committee,  whose  chair- 
man was  Dr.  Louie  Newton,  was  given 
at  9:40  Friday  morning.  The  report  of 
the  committee  recommended  that  the 
convention  accept  not  merely  the  excerpt 
from  the  1928  statement  which  we  had 
requested,  but  also  the  full  statement 
which  had  been  issued  by  the  1928  South- 
ern Baptist  Convention  on  the  relation  of 
the  convention  to  other  Baptist  bodies. 

The  report  stated: 

"Since  the  resolution  offered  by  James 
M.  Bulman  (N.  C.)  raises  the  question 
of  the  relation  of  the  Southern  Baptist 
Convention  to  local  churches  and  other 
Baptist  bodies,  and  refers  in  part  to  a 
previous  action  of  the  Convention  on  this 
vital  principle,  we  recommend  that  this 
Convention  reaffirm  the  full  statement 
referred  to  in  the  resolution  ...  as  re- 
corded on  pages  32-33,  1928  Annual,  en- 
titled 'Relation  of  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention to  Other  Baptist  Bodies' " 
(Southern  Baptist  Convention  Bulletin, 
1956,  fourth  day) . 

And  this  brings  us  to  where  we  left  off 
in  our  story  of  last  month.  .  .  . 

Dr.  Newton  commenced  to  read  this 
notable  1928  statement,  covering  some 
1,000  words.  It  was  the  unusual  length 
of  the  statement  which  made  this  "what 
some  messengers  considered  an  attempt 
by  Dr.  Louie  D.  Newton  of  Atlanta, 
chairman  of  the  bodys'  resolutions  com- 
mittee, to  talk  through  the  time  allowed 
for  reading  of  what  he  called  a  'state- 
ment of  principles' "  (Phillip  Thomas, 
Religion  Editor,  Commercial  Appeal, 
Memphis,  Tenn.,  June  2,  emphasis  sup- 
plied). If  such  were  the  attempt,  how- 
ever, "this  failed  when  a  motion  from 
the  floor,  asking  extension  of  time,  was 
easily  passed  by  voice  vote"  (loc.  cit.). 
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After  reading  the  1,000  word  1928 
statement  to  the  convention,  and  recom- 
mending its  adoption  by  the  convention, 
the  committee  chairman.  Dr.  Newton, 
stated : 

"we  do  not  interpret  it  to  be  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  committee  or  of  this 
convention  to  pass  judgment  on  the  de- 
cision of  the  North  Carolina  Supreme 
Court  or  any  court,  or  upon  the  deci- 
sion of  the  North  Carolina  Baptist  As- 
sociation, or  any  other  Baptist  body" 
(John  T.  Stewart,  Church  Editor,  St. 
Louis  Dispatch,  June  2). 
(Concerning  this  statement  by  the  com- 
mittee, the  Virginia  Religious  Herald 
makes  the  remark:   ''Members  of  the 
Committee  apparently  forgot  that  only 
two  years  prior,  in  1954,  the  Convention 
approved  a  statement  commending  the 
Federal  Supreme  Court  for  its  decision 
with  respect  to  segregation  of  races  in 
the  public  schools.  Since  the  eighteenth 
century  Baptists  in  Virginia  have  used 
the   right   of   petition   regarding  civil 
court  opinions  and  acts  of  the  General 
Assembly."  [Editorial,  June  14]) 
Amending  the  Commiftee's  Report 
Following  Dr.  Newton's  motion  for  ac- 
ceptance  of    the    1928    statement,  an 
amendment  was  offered  to  his  report. 
While  prefaced  with  an  expression  of  ap- 
preciation to  the  committee  for  its  is- 
suing so  positive  a  statement  on  auton- 
omy, the  amendment  sought  to  make  the 
1928  statement  "impinge  upon  the  cur- 
rent critical  situation"  by  having  the 
convention  go  on  and  "rejmdiate"  the 
definition  of  the  nature  of  a  Baptist 
Church  as  had  been  set  forth  by  the 
North  Carolina  Supreme  Court  in  1954. 

At  this  point  a  Louisville  pastor,  Dr. 
N.  Burnett  Magruder,  made  a  "brief  but 
pungent"  appeal  for  the  convention  to 
speak  strongly  and  repudiate  the  North 
Carolina  court  {Courier- Journal,  June 
2).  Dr.  Magruder  contended: 

"As  one  prominent  person  has  said, 
'You  can  never  know  what  a  principle 
means  until  you  get  down  to  cases.' 
We  have  steadfastly  spoken  against 
totalitarian  trends  in  Catholicism, 
communism,  and  political  ideology. 
Our  only  interest  is  to  act  as  Baptist 
people  in  the  light  of  our  own  history. 


"To  speak  softly  when  we  should 
speak  strongly  in  a  matter  pertaining 
to  our  own  history  will  invalidate  our 
right  to  speak  in  other  cases  in  the 
future.  We  have  everything  to  gain 
and  nothing  to  lose"  (loc.  cit.). 
The  vote  on  this  amendment  is  thus 
described  by  the  Religion  Editor  of  the 
Louisville  Courier- Journal : 

"A  voice  vote  on  Dr.  Bulman's 
amendment  to  repudiate  the  court  deci- 
sion was  indecisive.  The  amendment 
lost  on  a  standing  vote,  about  2  to  1, 
with  many  messengers  abstaining" 
(loc.  cit.). 

Then  the  Rev.  David  Miller,  of  Autry- 
ville,  N.  C, 

"moved  that  the   entire  matter  be 
tabled,  contending  that  '99  per  cent  of 
the    people    in    North    Carolina  are 
happy  with  the  Supreme  Court's  deci- 
sion'. His  motion  was  voted  down  by  a 
strong  vocal  expression"  (loc.  cit.). 
The  convention  then  voted  on  accept- 
ing the  1928  statement.    The  statement 
was  adopted  *Vith  only  a  scattered  dis- 
sent" (Associated  Press,  June  1). 

"Half-Victory" 

As  expressed  by  the  Associated  Press, 
the  convention's  acceptance  of  the  1928 
statement  "represented  a  half -victory" 
for  those  of  us  in  North  Carolina  who 
have  been  contending  for  the  autonomy 
of  the  local  church  as  against  the  North 
Carolina  Supreme  Court  decision. 

It  would  seem  that  certain  vital  fac- 
tors regarding  this  action  by  the  conven- 
tion have  hardly  been  appreciated.  A 
penetrating    editorial    in    the  Evening 
Telegram,  of  Rocky  Mount,  N.  C,  asks, 
"To  what  extent  is  the  Convention's 
action  a  repudiation  of  the  testimony 
of    outstanding    Baptist    church  au- 
thorities and  leaders  who  testified  in 
behalf  of  the  so-called  North  Rocky 
Mount  Church  minority?"  (June  5) 
The  convention's  action  can  hardly  be 
anything  else  than  a  clearly-implied  re- 
pudiation of  a  very  significant  portion  of 
that  testimony.  No  doubt  the  most  es- 
sential part  of  Dr.  Barnes'  testimony 
was  his  rejection  of  a  basic  portion  of  a 
book  which  he  had  written.  He  testified : 
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"When  I  wrote,  'All  Baptist  general 
bodies  are  voluntary  organizations 
established  by  individuals  who  wish  to 
cooperate  for  some  coxnmon  end  or 
ends  in  extending  the  Kingdom  of  God. 
This  convention  is  not  an  ecclesiastical 
body  or  federal  body  composed  of  state 
conventions.  Churches  may  cooperate 
with  these  general  organizations  but 
always  on  a  purely  voluntary  basis 
and  without  surrendering  in  any  de- 
gree their  right  of  self-determination,' 
that  was  twenty  years  ago  and  what 
I  believed,  but  I  have  learned  more 
about  Baptists  and  I  don't  agree  with 
it"  (Index  No.  95,  Second  District, 
Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina, 
Fall  Term,  1954,  p.  103.  And  yet  this 
statement  which  Dr.  Barnes  had  writ- 
ten some  twenty  years  before — ^which 
statement,  of  course,  is  simply  a  re- 
production of  the  1928  Southern  Bap- 
tist Convention's  statement  which  we 
have  been  discussing  above  —  is  also 
found  in  his  latest  book  [the  famous, 
The  Southern  Baptist  Convention: 
1845-1953'\,  which  was  to  come  off  the 
press  soon  after  Dr.  Barnes  had  given 
this  court  testimony!  And  yet  Dr. 
Barnes  testified  of  this  latest  book: 
"In  my  forthcoming  publication  there 
is  no  place  for  a  discussion  of  what  I 
wrote  in  my  book  in  1934  and  reprinted 
in  1946.  It  is  not  touched  on  one  way 
or  the  other,  neither  affirmed  nor 
changed"!  —  Court  Record,  as  cited, 
p.  107). 

Since,  as  has  been  remarked  above, 
this  statement  which  Dr.  Barnes  had 
written  in  his  book  in  1934,  and  re- 
printed in  1946  (and  also,  it  deserves 
emphasizing,  found  in  his  book  of  1954, 
published  after  the  trial),  is  simply  a 
quotation  from  the  1928  statement  on  the 
relation  of  the  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tion to  other  Baptist  bodies,  then  the 
1956  Convention,  in  reaffirming  the  1928 
statement,  has  overwhelmingly  affirmed 
the  principle  of  autonomy  in  the  very 
words  which  Dr.  Barnes  testified  were 
no  longer  true  of  the  Baptist  position! 

And  it  is  well  to  remember  the  obser- 
vation of  Mr.  William  C,  Lassiter,  attor- 
ney of  Raleigh,  N.  C,  that  it  was  "prin- 


cipally" upon  the  testimony  of  Dr. 
Barnes  and  certain  other  Baptist  lead- 
ers that  the  trial  judge  in  the  North 
Rocky  Mount  Church  case  made  his  de- 
cision. 

However,  while  feeling  strongly  en- 
couraged over  the  "half -victory"  which 
has  been  won,  it  must  be  remembered 
that  it  has  been  but  "half"  a  victory. 

Careful  consideration  should  be  given  to 
the  following  observations  of  the  Vir- 
ginia Baptist  paper.  Religious  Herald,  in 
an  editorial  of  June  14: 

"The  Convention  reaffirmed  a  previous 
statement  with  respect  to  relationships 
with  other  bodies  but  weakened  its 
position  by  a  negative  vote  upon  an 
amendment  offered  by  James  M.  Bul- 
man.  At  some  time  in  the  future  a  civil 
court  may  interpret  that  vote  as  an 
approval  of  the  principle  set  forth  in 
the  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
North  Carolina.  The  Convention  did 
not  settle  the  issue.  The  present  situ- 
ation is  dangerous." 
As  this  Religious  Herald  editorial  goes 
on  to  state,  there  is  need  of  the  conven- 
tion arriving  at  a  statement 

"that  will  make  clear  the  relationship 
between  the  local  church  and  other 
bodies.  Local  churches  should  require 
such  a  statement  for  their  protection 
against  possible  civil  court  actions  in 
the  future." 

It  is  certainly  true  that  the  present 
situation  is  "dangerous."  And  it  is  cer- 
tainly true  that,  in  spite  of  the  exten- 
sive pronouncement  which  has  been 
adopted  by  the  convention,  there  is  need 
of  such  a  statement  as  will  spell  out  in 
clear-cut  terms  the  convention's  acknowl- 
edgement that  the  local  churches'  right 
to  complete  self-determination  involves 
their  right  to  ''discontinue  affiliation'* 
with  the  convention.  Perhaps  even  more 
than  a  constitutional  amendment  is 
needed,  but  the  adoption  of  such  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  as  will  be  pre- 
sented to  the  convention  next  year  will 
contribute  measurably  towards  fully 
clarifying  the  relation  between  the 
Southern  Baptist  Convention  and  the  lo- 
cal churches. 

J.  M.  B. 


cot^r^innreE  for 

Baptist  chorch  autonomy 

77ow,  TLow.  TJou  know  there's 

The  Asheville  Citizen  of  July  18  car- 
ried the  following  dispatch  from  Hen- 
dersonville,  N.  C. 

"The  General  Board  of  the  Baptist 
State  Convention  today  heard  financial 
reports,  voted  approval  of  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  general  missionary,  and 
a  plan  of  apportionment  of  funds  for 
the  state  and  Southern  conventions. 

"These  matters  were  among  those 
which  came  up  at  the  board's  semi- 
annual meeting  at  Fruitland  Baptist 
Assembly  near  here. 

"There  was  no  word,  however,  about 
a  request  the  board  attempt  to  deter- 
mine whether  any  state  convention 
funds  were  used  to  pay  attorneys  in 
connection  with  litigation  over  the 
North  Rocky  Mount  Church  issue. 
"The   Rev.   Woodrow   Bullard,  the 


no  need  toopen  Sfliese  ^Booisf 

boards'  president,  said  after  the  meet- 
ing no  statement  concerning  such  a 
request  would  be  made  now. 

"A  report  received  yesterday  said 
the   request  made  by  the  recently- 
formed  Committee  For  Baptist  Church 
Autonomy  was  to  be  heard  today." 
President  Bullard  later  informed  our 
commtitee  that  the  request  from  our 
committee  was  presented  but  was  merely 
received  as  information.  Thus  the  Gen- 
eral Board  has  refused  to  authorize  the 
Certified  Public  Accountant  who  audits 
the  Convention's  books  to  make  a  report 
as  to  whether  any  of  the  Convention's 
funds  were  used  in  connection  with  the 
North  Rocky  Mount  Church  case. 

As  stated  in  an  Associated  Press 
article  of  July  21,  it  is  our  plan  to  carry 
this  matter  to  the  State  Convention  itself 
when  it  meets  in  Winston-Salem  this  fall. 
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''Until  the  publishing  of  this  article  ive  have  been  refused  a  hearing  all 
the  way  up  and  dotvn  the  line"  .... 

By  Dr.  Lewis  G.  Prince,  pastor  of  the 
University  Baptist  Church,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma 

A  New  Question  Arises 


[Editor's  Note:  According  to  the  As- 
sociated Press,  two  incidents  stood  out 
above  all  else  in  importance  on  the  first 
day  of  the  recent  meeting  of  the  South- 
em  Convention.  Writing  for  that  news 
agency,  Mr.  Ed  Campbell  stated  that  the 
efforts  of  an  Oklahoma  minister,  Dr. 
Lewis  G.  Prince,  to  get  the  floor  to  find 
out  the  status  of  his  church  with  the 
Convention,  and  the  efforts  of  certain  of 
us  from  North  Carolina  to  introduce  the 
issue  of  local  church  autonomy,  "over- 
shadowed a  series  of  annual  reports  and 
the  unopposed  ratification  of  several 
major  convention  projects  recommended 
by  its  executive  committee." 

It  should  be  obyious  that  any  serious 
effort  to  interpret  the  1956  Convention 
must  take  account  of  Dr.  Prince's  efforts. 

After  addressing  Dr.  Warren  twice  at 
the  beginning  of  the  Convention's  pro- 
ceedings, asking  to  be  allowed  to  state  a 
question  of  personal  privilege,  and  after 
failing  in  these  attempts.  Dr.  Prince  tried 
again  at  a  time  for  "miscellaneous  busi- 
ness." On  being  refused  again  by  the 
chair,  the  messenger  immediately  ap- 
pealed to  the  body  to  be  allowed  to  state 
his  question  of  pri^ilege.  It  appeared  to 
this  obser\^er  that,  as  Dr.  Prince  ap- 
pealed to  be  heard,  the  messengers  were 
on  the  verge  of  granting  his  request  — 
as  "shouts  of  'let  him  be  heard'  rang 
from  the  audience"  (Ray  Shaw,  The 
Daily  OklaJiomian,  May  31)  ;  but  a  timely 
thrust  of  humour  from  Dr.  J.  D.  Grey 
seemed  to  tum  opinion  the  other  way. 
Thus  Dr.  Prince  "was  shouted  down  in 
an  attempt  to  tell  the  convention  how  he 
and  his  church  were  ousted  from  their 
local  and  state  Baptist  associations  for 
practicing  open  communion"  (Associated 
Press). 

It  is  important  not  to  lose  sight  of  the 
real  issues  involved  in  this  incident.  We 
are  not  concerned  in  this  connection  with 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  the  Uni- 
versity Baptist  Church  is  right  in  its  ob- 
servance of  open  communion.  Our  con- 


cern at  present  lies  with  these  two  ques- 
tions: (1)  Should  that  church's  relation 
to  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention  be 
affected  by  the  fact  that  it  has  been 
dropped  from  the  fellowship  of  its  dis- 
tiict  association  and  state  convention? 
(2)  Should  Dr.  Prince  have  been  per- 
mitted to  present  his  case  before  the 
Southern  Baptist  Convention? 

It  is  idle  to  argue  that  the  status  of 
that  church  with  the  Southern  Conven- 
tion was  such  as  to  raise  no  real  ques- 
tion, for  Dr.  Prince's  name  had  been 
dropped  from  the  list  of  Southern  Bap- 
tist pastors  published  in  the  latest  Con- 
vention Annual  —  although  his  name  had 
been  carried  in  the  Annuals  from  1939  to 
1954.  And  it  is  certainly  a  matter  of  the 
most  serious  nature  as  to  whether  or  not 
Dr.  Prince  should  have  been  allowed  to 
speak  on  a  question  of  personal  privilege; 
for  if  one  messenger  can  be  deprived  of 
the  privilege  granted  him  in  the  rules 
governing  the  Convention,  what  protec- 
tion can  those  rules  be  regarded  as  af- 
fording any  messenger? 

In  the  article  that  follov^^s,  the  reader 
will  note  that  Dr.  Prince  states:  "until 
the  publishing  of  this  article  —  tve  have 
been  refused  a  hearing  all  the  way  up 
and  down  the  line."  Accordingly,  we  take 
this  as  an  occasion  to  say  that  it  is  to 
meet  such  a  situation  as  this  that  the 
SOUTHERN  BAPTIST  FREE  PRESS 
is  designed.  When  one  cannot  get  a  hear- 
ing in  any  other  publication  on  an  issue 
that  is  of  concern  to  Southern  Baptists, 
then  —  excepting  only  the  limitations  of 
space  and  the  possibility  of  obscenity 
and  libel  —  he  may  expect  to  find  a 
hearing  in  these  pages.] 


I  have  been  requested  by  Dr.  James 
Bulman  to  prepare  for  publication  the 
facts  pertaining  to  my  unsuccessful  at- 
tempt to  present  a  "Question  of  Privi- 
lege" to  the  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tion at  the  1956  meeting  at  Kansas  City. 
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Two  Sets  Of  Facts 

There  are  two  sets  of  facts. 

(1)  One  is  a  documented,  accurate,  un- 
controverted  set  of  facts  which  present 
an  issue.  An  issue  that  deals  with  free- 
dom of  worship,  freedom  of  speech, 
autonomy  of  the  local  church  and  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  individual  in  matters  of 
conscience.  An  issue  which,  if  considered 
in  the  light  of  the  impersonal  facts,  will 
bring  into  sharp  focus  certain  matters 
which  definitely  ought  to  be  carefully 
considered  by  the  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention, if  it  is  to  remain  a  democratic 
body  of  any  sort. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  mis- 
information, and,  as  a  result,  misunder- 
standing in  this  whole  matter.  A  careful 
study  of  my  "Question  of  Privilege"  will 
reveal  that  I  have  been  aware  all  the 
way  through  of  a  problem  which  has 
more  than  one  side.  There  are  many 
viewpoints.  I  have  always  recognized  the 
rights  of  the  Southern  Baptsti  Conven- 
tion. I  have  also,  in  every  effort,  fully 
recognized  the  right  of  "other  Baptist 
bodies"  such  as  the  local  association  and 
the  state  convention.  However,  up  to  this 
present  moment  I  have  failed  to  get 


many  people  (and  no  Baptist  body  of 
any  kind)  to  recognize  the  rights  of  the 
University  Baptist  Church.  No  case 
should  be  settled  without  hearing  both 
sides.  Yet,  until  the  publishing  of  this 
article  —  we  have  been  refused  a  hear- 
ing all  the  way  up  and  down  the  line. 

When  the  Review  and  Expositor  pub- 
lished Dr.  Bulman's  article,  "Baptist 
Principle  Under  Trial"  (July,  1955),  it 
also  said,  "The  Review  and  Expositor  is 
not  taking  sides  in  the  debate,  but  open- 
ing its  columns  for  the  discussion  of  this 
highly  important  question"  (emphasis 
supplied).  I  therefore  submitted  an 
article  to  that  publication  which  con- 
tained pertinent  facts  involved  in  this 
issue.  The  Review  and  Expositor  would 
not  publish  my  article:  and  as  an  inter- 
ested reader  of  the  Review  and  Exposi- 
tor, I  ask  why  their  columns  were  sud- 
denly closed  to  this  "important  ques- 
tion"? 

I  attempted  at  Kansas  City  to  present 
these  facts.  Only  the  pertinent  facts.  I 
ask  anyone  to  read  Kerfoot's  "Parli- 
mentary  Law"  on  a  "Question  of  Privi- 
lege" and  form  his  own  conclusions  as 
to  whether  or  not  —  according  to  the 
rules  —  I  should  have  been  allowed  to 
present  the  facts.* 


''Editors'  Note:  Kerfoot's  Parliamentary  Law,  adopted  by  the  Convention  By-Laws 
as  "the  parliamentary  authority  of  the  Convention,"  states:  "It  frequently  happens 
that  in  one  way  or  another  the  rights  of  the  assembly,  or  of  some  member  of  the  as- 
sembly, are  being  encroached  upon,  or  it  may  be  that  something  occurs  to  the  discom- 
fort of  one  or  more  members.  Or  perhaps  a  member  wishes  information  upon  some 
point,  or  desires  something  that  he  thinks  he  has  a  right  to  demand.  In  any  such  case 
the  member  may  endeavor  to  secure  his  rights  by  means  of  a  question  of  privilege.  .  .  . 
To  raise  a  question  of  privilege  one  has  only  to  rise  and  call  out:  'Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  a  question  of  privilege.'  He  does  not  have  to  wait  to  secure  the  floor.  He  may  do  this 
even  when  another  has  the  floor,  and  without  waiting  for  recognition  by  the  chair.  No 
second  is  required.  This  is  in  the  nature  of  a  claim  rather  than  of  a  motion.  The  chair 
ivill  say:  'Please  state  the  question.'  The  member  w^ill  then  state  what  the  question  is 
which  he  wishes  to  raise.  This  cannot  be  amended.  It  cannot  be  debated." 


Since  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention 
met  in  Kansas  City,  I  have  mailed  to 
each  and  e-very  Baptist  State  Paper 
these  facts  (21  state  papers  in  all)  — 
requesting  that  they  be  published.  1  have 
received  3  courteous  letters  declining  to 
publish  the  information,  2  very  discour- 
teous letters  scorning  the  very  idea,  and 
from  the  other  16 — silence. 


(2)  The  second  set  of  facts  has  never 
been  published  or  revealed,  either  pub- 
licly or  privately.  They  are  an  unbelieve- 
able  array  of  sordid  facts  concerning  the 
"full  treatment"  that  we  have  been  given 
by  fellow  Southern  Baptists  in  Okla- 
homa. They  are  facts  which  prove  a  de- 
termined effort  to  dissolve  the  University 
Baptist  Church,  to  discredit  its  pastor,  to 
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disturb  its  membership,  to  prevent  as- 
sociate workers  from  both  coming  and 
staying,  to  challenge  our  right  to  even 
use  the  name  of  ''Southern  Baptist"  and 
to  brand  us  as  "off-brand  outcasts."  The 
most  outstanding  of  these  facts  concerns 
the  efficiency  of  their  operations  —  for 
only  by  the  grace  of  God  has  the  Uni- 
versity Baptist  Church  weathered  the 
storm. 

First  Set  Available 

Now,  the  first  set  of  facts  are  avail- 
able. They  are  in  rough  manuscript  form. 
I  will  personally  do  anything  feasible, 
within  our  desire  to  find  and  follow  the 
leadership  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  to  let  all 
who  desire  to  read  them. 

Second  Set  For  History 

The  second  set  of  facts  will  not  be 
available  unless  a  full  and  official  inves- 
tigation is  made  in  our  life  time.  How- 
ever, we  do  plan  to  leave  them  to  the 
writers  of  history,  for  these  facts  will 
mark  a  date  as  to  when  Baptists  could 
no  longer  claim  never  to  have  persecuted. 

The  "New"  Question 

This  brings  us  to  the  "new"  question, 
which  is  very  important  just  now. 

I  thought  all  through  our  ordeal  that, 
when  the  time  came,  most  Southern  Bap- 
tists —  including  our  leaders  —  would 
react  rather  spontaneously  to  a  case  as 
open  and  shut  as  ours  actually  is.  I  an- 
ticipated only  real  "Christian"  treatment 
from  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention.  I 
had  a  case;  I  asked  in  a  friendly  spirit 
that  it  be  considered;  I  was  perfectly 
willing  to  abide  by  whatever  the  deci- 
sion was.  After  being  rebuffed  twice  at 
the  Convention  by  the  chair,  and  seeing 
that  I  was  not  being  treated  fairly  or 
justly,  and  definitely  feeling  Spiritual 
guidance,  —  I  tried  earnestly  and  strenu- 
ously to  get  the  Convention  proper  to 
hear  me.  Second  guessers  may  think  that 
they  would  have  done  differently.  But 
who  can  say  what  he  would  have  done 
under  the  same  circumstances? 


However,  I  was  in  for  a  rude  awaken- 
ing. Convention  leadership  definitely  did 
not  intend  for  my  case  to  be  heard  under 
any  circumstances.  And  they  were  very 
successful,  even  though  it  took  the 
"junking"  of  both  Constitutional  rights 
and  Parliamentary  Law.  If  any  of  them 
have  had  any  pangs  of  conscience  about 
it,  they  have  kept  it  well  to  themselves. 

My  readers  may  not  yet  be  convinced 
that  the  leadership  of  the  Southern  Con- 
vention is  really  determined  to  keep  this 
matter  from  coming  out  into  the  open. 
There  is  no  question  but  that  every  prin- 
ciple of  freedom  known  to  Baptists  has 
been  flagrantly  violated.  Why?  Why  is  it 
so  important  that  this  case  be  kept  quiet? 
Why  does  the  leadership  object  so 
strenuously  to  letting  the  rank  and  file 
of  Southern  Baptists  know  the  facts? 
There  are  several  possible  answers  con- 
tained in  the  available  set  of  facts. 

The  "new"  question  does  not  deal  with 
the  attitude  of  the  leadership.  We  have 
our  answer  there.  The  question  we  now 
would  like  answered  is,  What  does  the 
laity  and  average  church  pastor  think 
about  the  situation?  Are  they  willing  to 
listen  ?  And  if  they  listen  and  see  —  will 
they  be  courageous  enough  to  do  any- 
thing about  it?  These  are  questions 
which  I  cannot  answer.  Although  the  an- 
swer to  them  may  be  far  more  important 
than  many  realize  right  now. 

Some  may  pass  it  off  by  claiming  that 
I  am  not  a  real  Southern  Baptist,  Listen, 
—  I  am  more  of  a  historic  Southern  Bap- 
tist than  these  who  have  successfully  de- 
prived us  of  our  rights.  I  would  never  be 
a  part  to  any  of  the  methods  used  against 
us,  for  they  violate  every  Baptist  prin- 
ciple and  belief.  I  would  never  try  to  de- 
stroy or  coerce  a  fellow  Christian  or  a 
group  of  fellow  Christians  just  because 
of  a  difference  in  belief.  I  would  never 
sacrifice  a  principle  of  freedom  for  popu- 
larity's sake.  I  would  not  stand  with  or 
for  any  organization  which  deliberately, 
by  sheer  numbers,  would  attempt  to  com- 
pel a  church  or  individual  to  "conform 
or  else." 
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If  to  be  a  "sound"  Oklahoma  Baptist, 
I  must  perjure  my  own  soul,  cross  my 
fingers  when  expected  to  affirm  some- 
thing I  do  not  agree  with,  be  silent  and 
sin  by  so  doing  —  then  I  cannot  be 
"sound."  If  I  am  expected  to  go  along 
with  something  when  every  fibre  of  my 
mind  cries  out  against  it  —  then  I  am 
sorry,  I  cannot  go  along. 

I  well  know  the  price  for  such  a  posi- 
tion —  I  have  paid  it  —  but  I  could  not 
do  otherwise  and  remain  true  to  my  in- 
stincts. At  least,  both  God  and  man  know 
where  I  stand. 

It  would  be  just  as  sensible  for  the 
democrats  of  Oklahoma  to  say  that  I 
have  to  be  a  democrat  in  order  to  be  an 
American  as  for  Oklahoma  Baptists  to 
say  that  I  have  to  be  a  closed  commun- 
ionist  in  order  to  be  a  Southern  Baptist. 
Yet,  they  have  not  only  successfully  ac- 
complished it:  they  now  have  their  ac- 
tion sanctioned  by  the  Southern  Baptist 
Convention. 

Will  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention 
stand  by  its  position  on  the  autonomy  of 
the  local  church  as  strongly  as  it  is 
standing  on  its  position  of  not  interfer- 
ing with  other  religious  bodies?  If  it 
doesn't,  something  is  going  to  change  — 
and  that  real  soon.  The  Southern  Baptist 
Convention  evidenced  no  concern  over  the 
rights  of  a  member  of  the  Southern  Bap- 
tist Convention  —  only  over  a  position 
that  they  do  not  interfere  with  another 
Baptist  body.  The  question  was  what  to 
do  about  a  member  who  had  been  injured 
by  another  Baptist  body.  The  answer  was 
to  further  mis-treat  the  member. 

In  all  of  this,  very  few  have  shown 
any  interest  in  defending  the  autonomy 
of  the  local  church.  Apparently,  our 
church  is  expendable  in  the  march  of  an 
organization.  Remember,  if  ONE  church 
is  expendable  —  ANY  church  is  ex- 
pendable. 

Judge  Jerome  Frank,  in  a  recent  deci- 
sion in  the  U.  S.  Court  of  Appeals,  made 
this  statement:  "The  test  of  the  moral 
quality  of  a  civilization  is  its  treatment 
of  the  weak  and  powerless." 

That  is  also  true  of  the  Southern  Bap- 
tist Convention.  You  have  the  power  to 


crush  the  University  Baptist  Church,  for 
we  are  powerless  and  weak.  But  in  so 
doing,  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention 
ceases  to  be  what  it  has  purported  to  be 
for  these  one  hundred  and  eleven  years. 
And  the  final  decision  is  going  to  be 
made  by  the  95%  of  Southern  Baptists 
who  do  not  constitute  the  present  leader- 
ship. The  answer  may  come  by  default: 
just  doing  nothing;  but  it  becomes  an 
answer  just  the  same. 

I  do  not  know  how  many  will  read 
this  —  but  I  hope  enough  to  give  me  an 
answer.  For  we  are  not  going  to  try  to 
force  anything  upon  Southern  Baptists 
which  they  definitely  do  not  want. 

The  Southern  Baptist  Convention 
openly  and  flagrantly  refused  to  hear  a 
member.  The  question  of  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  this  member  were  raised  by 
the  member  himself  under  the  plain  pro- 
visions of  both  the  Constitution  and  Ker- 
foot's  "Parliamentary  Law."  The  ques- 
tion was  raised  legitimately  and  justi- 
fiably. This  member  was  humiliated  and 
treated  as  an  intruder  —  not  even  given 
the  basic  right  of  a  hearing.  The  leader- 
ship of  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention 
knew  the  score  and  the  contents  of  the, 
"Question  of  Privilege"  —  the  member- 
ship did  not.  Yet,  the  membership  did 
know,  for  they  witnessed  it,  that  a  mem- 
ber was  deliberately  being  refused  a 
hearing.  The  "Question  of  Privilege"  was 
never  brought  up.  The  basic  right  of 
freedom  of  speech  was  violated  to  pre- 
vent the  question  from  coming  up.  What 
the  rank  and  file  of  Southern  Baptists 
will  do  about  this  is  the  new  and  as  yet 
unanswered  question. 

If  you  want  to  look  into  this  matter, 
to  have  it  brought  out  into  the  open,  to 
have  every  question  answered,  then  you 
must  demand  it,  for  your  present  lead- 
ership is  not  planning  to  give  it  to  you. 
They  are  already  in  the  process  of  con- 
tinuing their  plan  of  discounting  and  dis- 
crediting the  whole  thing.  And  unless  the 
average  Southern  Baptist  does  some- 
thing about  it,  the  leaders  will  succeed. 
If  you  believe  what  you  teach  and  prac- 
tice what  you  preach,  now  is  the  time 
for  you  to  take  action.  . 
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LOCAL  CHURCH  AUTONOMY 

AND  THE  CHAPLAINCY 

The  case  of  Dr.  Lemuel  Hall*  —  which 
we  plan  to  discuss  in  these  pages  soon — 
is  a  pointed  illustration  of  the  far-reach- 
ing implications  of  the  question  of  local 
church  autonomy. 

For  brief  consideration  of  some  of  the 
basic  principles  which  must  be  kept  in 
view  in  discussing  such  a  case,  we  offer 
some  excerpts  from  an  article  by  B.  J. 
Murrie,  who  for  the  past  2  years  has 
been  President  of  the  Southern  Baptist 
Press  Association.  The  article  appeared 
in  The  Illinois  Baptist,  of  which  Mr. 
Murrie  is  editor,  on  Jan.  27  of  this  year; 
it  was  reprinted  in  Good  Tidings:  The 
D.  C.  Southern  Baptist,  on  Feb.  12. 

The  article  discusses  ordination  in 
reference  to  local  church  authority: 

"Ordination  is  a  church  function,  and 
not  a  denominational  one.    .  . 

"A  local  Baptist  Church  is  the  only 
authority  which  can  take  away  the  right 
of  a  Baptist  minister  in  the  sight  of  the 
law.  ...  No  association,  state  conven- 
tion, or  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention 
can  decide  that  any  individual  preacher 
can  no  longer  serve  as  a  minister.  .  .  . 

"Local  Baptist  churches  are  the  final 
authority  on  denominational  endorse- 
ment. For  some  time  the  Chaplain's 
Commission,  a  department  of  the  Home 
Mission  Board,  has  been  giving  so-called 
denominational  endorsement  for  Chap- 
lains in  the  Army,  Navy,  and  other 
branches  of  government  service.  .  .  . 
Withdrawing  denominational  approval  is 
a  matter  of  church  decision.  Any  com- 
mission that  assumes  this  responsibility 
should  assume  the  responsibility  of  or- 
daining him  and  furnishing  him  a  place 
to  preach.  Those  functions  belong  to  de- 
nominations which  have  ecclesiastical 
power  invested  in  recognized  bishops  or 
conferences.  Such  authority  is  not  com- 
patible with  .  .  .  Baptist  churches.  .  .  . 


*Lemuel  Hall  holds  a  doctorate  from 
Southern  Baptist  Seminary.  He  was  a 
member  of  the  Foreign  Mission  Board 
for  6  years,  and  for  a  somewhat  longer 
period  was  District  Secretary  of  Mis- 
sions in  Texas.  He  has  held  several  re- 
sponsible committee  positions  in  the 
Southern  Baptist  Convention. 


"Many  people,  including  most  govern- 
ment officials,  are  totally  ignorant  of 
Baptist  Church  polity.  .  .  .  They  are  fa- 
miliar with  power  coming  from  'or- 
dained authority'  in  the  form  of  a  bishop 
or  high-church  authority.  .  .  .  The  church 
[according  to  the  Baptist  way]  votes  on 
receiving  each  individual.  The  church 
then  votes  on  his  fitness  for  an  ordina- 
tion to  the  ministry.  It  alone  can  decide 
on  the  individuxiVs  unfitness.  This  au- 
thority cannot  be  delegated  to  or  as- 
sumed by  any  other  body,  and  the  church 
remains  a  democratic  group  with  equal 
rights  for  every  individual.  This  one 
point  has  not  been  seen  by  some  people 
in  our  Baptist  heritage.  This  must  he 
maintained  to  have  complete  separation 
of  Church  and  State.  When  the  govern- 
ment recognizes  any  other  body  on  the 
question  of  the  validity  of  a  Baptist  min- 
ister, other  than  the  church  to  which  he 
belongs,  it  has  crossed  over  into  the  pub- 
lic domain  of  that  church.  Help  keep 
Church  and  State  Separated."  (empha- 
sis supplied) 


THE  PROGRESS  DF  CATHOLICISM 

In  speaking  to  Dr.  E.  L.  Spivey, 
Sec.  of  Missions  for  the  Baptist  State 
Convention  of  N.  C,  we  found  how 
concerned  he  was  about  the  progress 
of  Roman  Catholicism  in  N.  C.  The 
Roman  Catholic  Church  has  made  con- 
siderable inroads  in  the  South,  and  in 
so  many  areas  Baptists  have  thus  far 
made  only  the  most  feeble  attempts  to 
answer  this  challenge. 

Dr.  C.  C.  Warren  wrote  the  follow- 
ing to  Dr.  C.  K.  Rand  about  the  situ- 
ation :  "The  Catholics  seem  to  be  mak- 
ing Charlotte  one  of  their  headquar- 
ters for  the  evangelization  of  their 
China  (the  southeastern  part  of  our 
Convention) 

Because  of  the  threat  of  Roman 
Catholicism  to  certain  phases  of  re- 
ligious freedom,  we  feel  that  a 
monthly  column  on  the  teachings  of 
the  Roman  Church  would  be  of  bene- 
fit to  our  readers.  We  have  asked  Dr. 
Rand  —  who  was  for  years  field  rep- 
resentative of  our  Home  Mission 
Board  in  charge  of  work  with  Roman 
Catholics  —  to  write  such  a  column 
for  this  paper.  This  will  start  with 
our  next  issue. 


